George Orwell is one the best known and highly regarded writers of the twentieth century. In his adjective formOrwellian-he has become a " Sartrean 'singular universal,' an individual whose "singular" 
of the capitalist epoch with Thomas More's Utopia (1516), Johann Andrea's Christianopolis (1619) and Tommaso Campanella's City of the Sun (1623). These works are an early expression of the faith in humankind's individual and social progress that successively characterized Renaissance humanism in fifteenth and sixteenth centuries, Enlightenment philosophy in the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries, and nineteenth century socialism (Fromm 1961: 258) . For much of capitalist history, this utopian thinking framed "a brilliant horizon visible to everyone around the world, shining with promises at certain times: modernity, rationality, progress, liberalism, nationalism, socialism" (Quijano 2002: 75) . The twentieth century marks this horizon's eclipse: the senseless slaughter of the First World War, the horrors of fascism and Stalinism, the unrealized promises of decolonization and integration, the defeat of socialism, and the triumph of a cynical, unrestrained, and increasingly illiberal capitalism.
While remembered for his anti-authoritarian satires, it is the road from Mandalay to Wigan that transformed Eric Blair, a disappointing-Etonian-turned-imperial-policeman, into George Orwell, a contradictory and complex socialist and, later, literary icon. Three generations previous, his family had married into the landed gentry but, by Orwell's time, the family's fates were mixed up in the dirty work of empire. Orwell followed his father's footsteps into the Indian Civil Service. Emerging out of his experience in Burma, Orwell's self-conscious reinvention as a socialist writer took on a uniquely important and enduring significance. Orwell's own contradictory class position-relative structural subordination in Britain and structural dominance in Burma-personified these dilemmas and led him to confront three unpleasant realities put that him at odds with the dominant currents of the early 20 th century Old Left: (1) the structural implication of the British Left and industrial working class in imperialism; (2) the tension between the cosmopolitan interests and identities of the Left intelligentsia and the more locally rooted concerns of "ordinary people"; and (3) the often retrogressive nature of "progress."
Orwell was unable resolve to these structurally determined tensions. In the first instance,
Orwell was a product of particular moment, the hegemonic decline of the United Kingdom, and a member of a particular intellectual formation, the Old Left in Britain. Orwell's contradictory class location and resultantly tense relationship to nationalism, empire, and the Left makes his work a particularly powerful exposition of the tension between comsopolitianism and radicalism, between the abstract concerns of intellectuals and the complex demands of local political action.
In the second instance, he was an active agent in an important historical process, the mid-century collapse and fragmentation of the global Old Left. Orwell's development represents an internal critique with lasting implications for Left politics that are obscured by his enduring power as a cultural icon, the singular universal of our age of cynicism.
Viewed in full, Orwell represents the "traumatic kernel" of our age of cynicism: the historic failure and inability of the Left to find a revolutionary path forward between the "timid reformism" of social democrats and "comfortable martyrdom" of anachronistic and self-satisfied radicals (Orwell 1941: 93-94) . Rather than culminating development of a political position, Animal Farm and 1984 represent Orwell's personal failure to answer his own critiques and the recuperation of his concerns in the form of satire. Indeed, Orwell's politics, however guided by a few steadfast commitments, shifted in relation to personal and historical circumstances: his upper class socialization, his colonial experience, his self-conscious reinvention as a socialist writer, his service in the Spanish Civil War, and his increasingly visible participation in public debates before, during, and immediately after World War II. Orwell's politics are important not for their programmatic unity but for what they reveal about his own historical conjuncture and its continuing repercussions. While Orwell's life tells us the most about the exhaustion and fragmentation of the Old Left, his enduring popularity speaks to his continuing relevance to a world where imperialism, nationalism, and development have become more complicated but no less salient realities.
Can there be a World System Biography?
There is a large literature on Orwell. It includes a number of biographies (Woodcock 1966 (Woodcock /2005 Crick 1981 , Shelden 1991 Meyers 2001; Brooker 2004; Taylor 2004; Colls 2013 ) and series of critical reflections, ranging from the more explicitly political and polemic (Williams 1971; Hitchens 2002; Lucas 2004 ) and the more academic and disinterested (Newsinger 1999a; Ingle 2006; Clarke 2007; Bounds 2009 ). Much of this writing is concerned with the institutionalization of Orwell in political discourse. He is alternatively praised as "the wintry conscious of a generation" (Meyers 2001) and reviled as a self-appointed "policeman of the left" (Lucas 2003; . To his defenders, he is an independent and insightful defender of democratic socialism (Crick 1981; Newsinger 1999a) . To critics, he variously depicted as an ultra-Left dilettante (Williams 1971) , an anti-feminist (Patai 1984) and "a sick counterrevolutionary" (Belllow 1970 (Belllow /2004 . His is claimed on the far Left by anarchists (Woodcock 1966 (Woodcock /2005 Richards 1998 ); while, on the far Right, neoconservatives maintain that Orwell anticipated their politics (Podhoretz 1983 ). In the last three decades, more dispassionate scholarship has separated Orwell from the polemics of those who claim or denounce him (Rodden 1989; Newsinger 1999a; Ingle 2006; Clarke 2007; Bounds 2009 ).
Where most accounts of Orwell consider him within the British national context or wider world of Anglophone culture, the world-historical coordinates of Orwell holds unique significance that eludes conventional biographers. Specifically, world-system biography centers the analysis of the "complex triangulations" among social processes that animate different temporalities: the historical long term, the generational conjuncture and cacophony of events (Derluguian 2005: 82-83) . On the level of historical structure, Orwell is unavoidably shaped by the decline of Britain as world hegemonic power. For the intermediate era of Orwell's generation, politics were forged in the crucible of sharp ideological debates around Stalinism, fascism, the threat of war and the hope for revolution. Orwell's political trajectory is also shaped by the immediate associations and events that defined his life on a more quotidian basis. While such decisions that look random or fateful, the product of chance or charisma, Orwell's position in the political and literary field structured his reaction to events.
In the "dust" of events, world-system biography reverses the traditional methodological imperatives of historical social science. A focus on biography can reveal the way individual agents internalize and mediate long-enduring global structures, transforming the weight of history into resources practically mobilized in concrete struggles to reshape the world. The generational time of the conjuncture becomes paramount. Orwell's politics are only meaningful when considered in relation to his contemporaries. To this end, a series of "incorporating comparisons" (McMichael 1990) (Arrighi 1994: 179, 221 ). Orwell's family experienced the decay of British hegemony as a crisis of class reproduction. Eric Blair, the man who would adopt the penname George Orwell, was born into a downwardly mobile genteel family, what he described as "the lowerupper-middle class…a sort of mound of wreckage left behind when the tide of Victorian prosperity receded" (Orwell 1937 (Orwell /1958 . In the late 18 th century, Charles Blair (1743-1820),
Orwell's great-grandfather, was an absentee landlord of Jamaican slave plantations that married into landed gentry. Orwell's branch of the family, however, received very little of this wealth (Crick 1981: 45-50) .
Thomas Richard Blair (1802-1865), Orwell's grandfather, the tenth-born son of Charles Blair, "was under the disagreeable obligation of having, as that last child, to earn his living" (Crick 1981: 46) . Distant from a chance to inherit family fortune, Orwell's grandfather opted to for colonial service, a path both Orwell and his father would eventually follow. The Blairs thus joined "the superfluous men" that combined with "superfluous capital" or the "alliance between the mob and capital" that formed the social basis of imperialism (Arendt 1951 (Arendt /1973 (Stansky and Abrahams 1972: 5-12) . By the time Orwell was born in 1903, the family had settled into a "contradictory class location," an ambiguous position in-between classes (Wright 1985) . Within the national class structure of the UK, Orwell was part of the "dominated fraction of the dominant class," or the middle classes with aesthetic taste similar to the bourgeoisie but political and economic interests more congruent with the working classes (Bourdieu 1984) . Wealthy enough to grasp at a fading gentility but too poor to make the claim enforceable, Orwell inherited a contempt for the poor, while, simultaneously, developing deep insincerities from his exposure to his upper-class peers (Stansky and Abrahams 1972: 23-79, 139-144) . 2 In his own description, he was "an odious little snob" in his youth (Orwell 1937 (Orwell /1958 ). Orwell's contradictory position in Britain is further complicated by his inherited strategy of class reproduction through colonial service. As a result,
Orwell sat between both ruling class and working class and nation and empire: relative structural subordination in Britain and structural dominance in Burma.
Personally, Orwell felt British hegemonic decline and his own family's downward mobility as pressure to "make good" and re-establish the Blairs' flagging wealth and status.
3 Family connections and his academic performance secured him opportunities to study at prestigious schools, even though his family could not afford them. Orwell attended St. Cyprians, a private preparatory school, and later Eton College, the elite public school. These elite institutions of class reproduction inculcated students in habitus of the ruling class and the patriotism of "War, Empire and Kipling" (Crick 1981: 85 ). Orwell's time at Eton, however, was also the period of World War I, the Bolshevik Revolution, and intensified postwar labor unrest (the coal miners' strike of 1919). The "general revolt against orthodoxy and authority," was even felt at "Old Eton," where Orwell and his fellow "public schoolboys" idolized Lenin and "derided the [Officers Training Corps] , the Christian religion and perhaps even compulsory games and the Royal Family." No doubt, there were limits to this moment of discontent. In his words, Orwell and his fellow Etonians "retained, basically, the snobbish outlook of our class, we took it for granted that we should continue to draw our dividends or tumble into soft jobs, but also it seemed natural to us be 'agin the government'" (Orwell 1937 (Orwell /1958 ).
Orwell's performance at Eton was disappointing. He missed his opportunity to study at Oxford or Cambridge and "tumble into [a] soft job." Instead, he followed his father's footsteps, joining the Indian Imperial Police. Here, Orwell departed from the standard, methodologicallynationalist accounts of contradictory class locations. As one of 90 police officers deployed to Burma, Orwell was "overseeing life-and-death matters for [Moulmein/Mawlamyine, a city with] a population which was equal to that of medium-sized European city" (Shelden 1992: 105; Newsinger 1999a: 3-6) . In the in 1920s, revolutionary nationalism in Burma escalated from student protests to tax strikes. British rule was contested and Orwell was a visible authority figure. "I was hated by large number of people," he later reflected (Orwell 1936 (Orwell /2000 . way, he has to affirm liberty, he is forced to deny its inevitable social basis." A closeted liberal, "the only dissent" Orwell offers "comes from a rebel intellectual" (Williams 1983: 310-313) . For
Williams, Orwell is an ultra-Left dilettante who eventually "reverts to type." The terminus of this return to form is 1984, in which "all modern forms of repression and authoritarian control" were attributed to a single political tendency, socialism, which Orwell misrepresents" (77). In contrast, I argue that a world-system biography views Orwell's double vision as the embodiment of the structural contradictions that defined his social position. Instead of a "return to form"-via a methodological nationalism-it is the point of departure for a life of political engagement.
Williams is correct in his insistence that Orwell is a paradoxical and contradictory figure, yet he refuses to acknowledge much creativity or conflict in Orwell's politics and work. Instead of reproducing inherited biases, Orwell adopted a dissenting position that, however shaped by his place and time, was not crudely reducible to his social position. Orwell is a "Tory anarchist" or a "cultural dissent[er], out step with and opposition to many features of the modern world." 5 Tory anarchists share common values and practices: "the use of satire…artistic ambition…respect for privacy and the liberty of the individual; a fear of the state…a nostalgic and melancholy temper…criticism of social conformism and a pervasive sense of pessimism" (Wilkin 2013: 199) . Structurally, Tory anarchism is "a reaction to profound changes in Britain's place in the modern world-system." Personally, it is rooted in "the experiences of a group of relatively drifted between the social democracy of the Labour Party to more libertarian wings of the radical Left. By 1930s, when Orwell was a fellow of traveler of the ILP, the party had taken a "Quasi-Trotskyist path" (Bounds 2009: 24) . All these parties, however, shared a common two-step strategy: seize the state apparatus and use it to complete the transitions to socialism. In this way, they can be usefully called "Old Left" parties to contrast from the post-1968 "New Left," which rejected both its predecessor's vertical forms of organization and tactical focus on attaining state power (Arrighi, Hopkins & Wallerstein 1991) . 5 Wilkin comes to the term Tory anarchist from Orwell's own writings and biography. Orwell (1946 Orwell ( /2000a used the term to describe Jonathan Swift: "He is a Tory anarchist, despising authority while disbelieving in liberty and preserving the aristocratic outlook while seeing clearly that the existing aristocracy is degenerate and contemptible" (216).
privileged men who have been coming to terms with the loss of…power and wealth" associated with the decline of Britain as a world-hegemonic power (Ibid: 200).
Peter Wilkin defines Tory anarchism as a particularly English counter-hegemonic practice,
what Raymond Williams (1977) in his elaboration of hegemony, would call the production of "traditions" or the "shaping a past and pre-shaped present, which is then powerfully operative in the process of social and cultural definition and identification" (113). This attempt at counterhegemonic tradition-making is clear in Orwell's writing on working class decency and his wartime efforts to recuperate English patriotism as the basis of a revolutionary movement (Clarke 2007: 13-62; 98-145) . In The Road to the Wigan Pier, Orwell (1937 Orwell ( /1958 romanticized the proletarian household as reaching "perfect symmetry" (117, 178). In the practices of the working class, Orwell saw the true worth of socialism-"justice and common decency." Revolutionary appeals need to be rooted in "a vision of present society with the worse abuses left out, and with interests centering around the same thing as at present-family life, the pub, football and local politics" (Rodden 1989: 197-198 produced the creative tension at the heart of his work.
These transformations are responses to the problem of affiliation that confronts Left intellectuals. Through both their individual process of political becoming and their social integration into specific fields of cultural production and political struggle, Left intellectuals attempt to move away from their particular position and articulate a universal discourse for human liberation. In his political writings, Orwell consistently discussed the way class distinctions complicated the relations among the Left intelligentsia, the rising professional middle class, the industrial working class, and the "down and outers." Indeed, "George Orwell"
was more than a penname. It was a political project, "the vehicle through which Blair could hone and develop his democratic socialist ambitions, his struggle against the class prejudices of his upbringing" (Wilkin 2013: 201) . Today, such class divisions are again as sharp as they were during the 1930s. While changes in capitalism have altered the specific dynamics of class formation, the cultural coordinates of class and the symbolic violence associated with the naturalization of class distinctions still confront Left intellectuals concerned with the legitimacy of their voice. Orwell is a powerful literary exposition of this dilemma.
Orwell's Politics
While the questions Orwell approached were the questions of his time, the answers he offered were rooted in his contradictory class location, I argue. This included structural domination in Burma and relative structural subordination in Britain. His position separated Orwell from many of his colleagues and forced him to reckon with three unpleasant realities: (1) the structural implication of the British left and working class in imperialism; (2) the tension between the cosmopolitan interests and identities of the Left intelligentsia and the more locally rooted concerns of "ordinary people"; (3) the often retrogressive nature of "progress." Orwell thus advocated for a politics that was both socialist and libertarian, both anti-colonialist and anticommunist, global in ambitions but sensitive to "traditional loyalties" of specific cultural systems.
Orwell's political development began with a rejection of his experience in Burma. (Taylor 1996) . With 44,000 sold, it was the most successful title of the Left Book Club, a socialist publishing group that peaked in the popular front period (Rodden & Rossi 2012: 56) . The book is comprised of two parts: the first, a detailed study of conditions of coalminers and, the second, an idiosyncratic diatribe against the Labour Party, the world Communist Movement, and Left intelligentsia.
Orwell's double vision led him to approach coal mining from two perspectives. As member of the "lower-upper-middle class," he focused on the arduousness of mining and position of miners in Britain. Not only is their work "so exaggeratedly awful," coal mining was "vitally necessary and yet so remote from our experience, so invisible, as it were, that we are capable of forgetting it as we forget the blood in our veins" (34) (35) . 7 Yet as a former servant of Empire, he also took a global view:
For in the last resort, the only important question is, Do you want the British Empire to hold together or do you want it to disintegrate? And at the bottom of his heart no Englishman…does want it to disintegrate. For apart from any other consideration, the high standard of life we enjoy in England depends upon keeping a tight hold on the Empire…Under the 6 "A Hanging" (1931/2000) , "Shooting an Elephant" (1936 /2000 ), and Burmese Days (1934 /1962 all condemn colonialism as a dehumanizing system that debases both the oppressor and oppressed and allows only the most ruthless to prosper. Similarly, Down and Out in London and Paris (1933/1961 ) was successful as "sympathetic portrayal of itinerant poor" that "expos[ed] the iniquities of the workhouse systems" but it failed to "measure up to scale of the economic crisis." Focused on poverty at the individual level, the work showed no awareness of scope of the problem. At the time, three million workers were officially unemployed in Britain. While moving toward socialism, early Orwell wrote in the tradition of reformist liberalism (Newsinger 1999a: 30-31) . 7 He elaborates further: "In a way it is even humiliating to watch coal miners working. It raises in you a momentary doubt about your own status as an 'intellectual' and a superior person generally. For it is brought home to you, at least while you are watching, that is it is only because miners sweat their guts out that superior persons can remain superior. You and I and the editor of the Times Lit. Supp., and the Nancy poets and the Archbishop of Canterbury and Comrade X, author of Marxism for Infants-all of us really owe the comparative decency of our lives to poor drudges underground, blackened to the eyes, with their throats full of coal dust, driving their shovels forward with arms and belly muscles of steel" (Orwell 1937 (Orwell /1958 (Orwell 1937 (Orwell /1958 .
From this point onward, Orwell's writing on socialist strategy would be uniquely characterized by his global approach to class that led him to conclude that the British working class and Left was implicated maintenance of the colonial system. In Adelphi in 1939, he argued that "that the overwhelming bulk of the British proletariat does not live in Britain but in Asia and Africa." On these grounds, he criticized the abandonment of anti-imperialism during the Popular Front period, equating it with opportunistic political posturing: "Quakers shouting for a bigger army,
Communists waving Union Jacks, Winston Churchill posing as democrat" (1939/2000: 394, 397) . In a later reflection on the UK's postwar Labour government, Orwell (1948) identified an "unsolved contradiction that dwells at the heart of the Socialist movement." Socialism promises both "better material conditions for the white proletariat" and "liberation for the exploited coloured peoples. But the two aims, at least temporarily, are incompatible" (Orwell 1948: 346) .
In his Tory anarchist view, Orwell's politics also show a deep skepticism of the notion of progress and the Old Left's assumption that socialist modernization would deliver human liberation. Instead, Orwell insisted that "machine civilization" removes the aesthetic and emotive aspects of life. "If a man cannot enjoy the return of spring," he asked "why should he be happy in a labour-saving Utopia?" (Orwell 1946 (Orwell /2000b . For Orwell, endorsement of "the idea of mechanical progress, not merely as a necessary development but as an end in itself" common to both fascists and communists was replacing traditional social norms but failing to create a new humanism. "In a healthy world," he writes in The Road to Wigan Pier, "there would be no demand for tinned food, aspirins, gramophones, gaspipe chairs, machine guns, daily newspapers, telephones, motor-cars" (Orwell 1937 (Orwell /1958 . Four years later, he wrote that to accept the contemporary world was to accept "concentration camps, rubber truncheons, Hitler, Stalin, bombs, aeroplanes, tinned food, machine guns, putsches, purges, slogans, Bedaux belts, gas masks, submarines, spies, provocateurs, press censorship, secret prisons, aspirins, Hollywood films, and political murders." For Orwell, technical development was retrogressive and dehumanizing: "Progress and reaction have both turned out to be swindles" (Orwell 1940 (Orwell /2000 500, 527, original emphasis).
Orwell's world-historical imagination and related anti-modernism, however, were not simply limited to critique. Orwell also envisioned socialism as a world order implicitly based in common sense and notions of basic decency:
And all the while everyone who uses his brain knows that Socialism, as a world-system and wholeheartedly applied, is a way out. It would at least ensure our getting enough to eat even if it deprived us of everything else.
Indeed, from one point of view, Socialism is such elementary common sense that I am sometimes amazed that it has not established itself already. The world is a raft sailing through space with, potentially, plenty of provisions for everybody; the idea that we must all cooperate and see to it that every-one does his fair share of the work and gets his fair share of the provisions seems so blatantly obvious that one would say that no one could possibly fail to accept it unless he had some corrupt motive for clinging to the present system. Yet the fact that we have got to face is that Socialism is not establishing itself. Instead of going forward, the cause of Socialism is visibly going back (Orwell 1937 (Orwell /1958 .
His anti-modernism translated politically into a call to humanize socialism. He realized that the formation of a professional middle class, mass mediation and mass consumerism in a changing capitalism was making proletarian revolution an anachronistic strategy in place like Britain. 8 As 8 "After twenty years of stagnation and unemployment, the entire English Socialist movement was unable to produce a version of Socialism which the mass of the people could even find desirable. The Labour Party stood for a timid reformism, the Marxists were looking at the modern world through nineteenthcentury spectacles. Both ignored agriculture and imperial problems, and both antagonized the middle classes. The suffocating stupidity of left-wing propaganda had frightened away whole classes of necessary people, factory managers, airmen, naval officers, farmers, white-collar workers, shopkeepers, policemen. All of these people had been taught to think of Socialism as something which menaced their livelihood, or as something seditious, alien, 'anti-British' as they would have called it. Only the intellectuals, the least useful section of the middle class, gravitated towards the movement.
A Socialist Party which genuinely wished to achieve anything would have started by facing several facts which to this day are considered unmentionable in left-wing circles. It would have recognized that England is more united than most countries, that the British workers have a great deal to lose besides their chains, and that the differences in outlook and habits between class and class are rapidly diminishing. In general, it would have recognized that the old-fashioned 'proletarian revolution' is an impossibility…Labour Party politics had become a variant of Conservatism, 'revolutionary' politics had become a game of make-believe" (Orwell 1941, 93-95) .
such, he repeatedly condemned the sectarianism and abstruse theorizing of communist factions as counter-productive blustering. He called on the Left to stop antagonizing the "sinking middle class" before they turn to Fascism. "The job of the thinking person," he concluded "is not to reject Socialism but to make up his mind to humanise it" (Orwell 1937 (Orwell /1958 . While Orwell's politics evolved in relation to events, he had developed a humanist conception of socialism by the mid-1930s that would remain constant throughout his career. As an item of faith, Orwell believed that "ordinary people" could understand and act upon the world outside of the parameters set by the state, party, media or other powerful institutions. As Stephen Ingle notes, "for Orwell, reality, the external world, could be discerned by the undeceived intelligence of the ordinary individual…ready to do battle with the collective state over the issue of truth" (Ingle 2006: 128) . This attitude led him seek a revolutionary politics that was built on the prevailing notions of decency found among the working classes. " [T] rue values are not to be created nor old values 'transfigured' by the revolution or a in a new revolutionary consciousness." Instead they can be found "already in the decency, fraternity, mutual aid, sociability, tolerance and skepticism towards authority of the working class" (Crick 1981: 33) .
These ideas are very attractive. Indeed, they foreshadow both the humanism of the New Left and the affirmation of subaltern identities seen in "new social movements." Like these later movements, however, Orwell also found it exceedingly difficult to turn humanist notions of "common decency" into a workable revolutionary program.
Orwell and the Agonies of the Left
Orwell was more than an individualist dissenter in the mode of a "Tory anarchist. As a line of critique internal to the Old Left, this intellectual formation developed in relation to the agonies of the Left. During Orwell's years as a writer from 1927 to 1950, the Comintern moved from the aggressively sectarian "class-against-class" politics of to the Third Period (1929) (1930) (1931) (1932) (1933) to the broad anti-fascist coalitions of the "popular front" (1934) (1935) (1936) (1937) (1938) (1939) . The MolotovRibbentrop pact brought a period of revolutionary defeatism (1939) (1940) (1941) before war with Germany brought renewed collaboration with progressives and liberals. After the war, the reformed Cominform (1947) directed communist parties to again return to a popular front strategy in order to co-opt nationalist and anti-American sentiment against the dollar diplomacy of the Marshall Plan (Claudin 1975) . During the sectarian Third Period, the membership of the Communist Party of Great Britain contracted from over 10,000 to only to 2,555. Membership rebounded to 6,000 during the popular front period, reached 16,000 at the start of the war and peaked at 56,000 in 1945 (Bounds 2009: 8) . During these years, many communist and fellow travelers found it difficult to hold the party line and began to go different ways. Cripps, Attlee's eventual president of the broad of trade, Tribune was unofficially tied to the Labour Party. As the Atlee administration failed to destroy institutions of class privilege (e.g., 9 He later realized that he "over-emphasised the anti-Fascist character of the war, exaggerated the social changes that were actually occurring and underrated the enormous strength of the forces of reaction" (Orwell 1944 (Orwell /2000 . More generally, Orwell was amazed by what he felt was the subdued reaction of the British people to the tremendous changes happening around them: "In the face of terrifying dangers and golden political opportunities, people just keep on keeping on, in a sort of twilight sleep in which they are conscious of nothing except the daily round of work, family life, darts at the pub, exercising the dog, mowing the lawn, bringing home the beer, etc" (Orwell 1945 (Orwell /2000 .
the House of Lords, the public schools and titles), undertook a measured program of nationalization with considerable compensation to owners, and increased the exploitation in the colonies to offset postwar depression (despite independence for India, Pakistan and Sri Lanka),
Orwell resigned himself to pragmatic support of Labour as the best Britain could achieve given the constraints of the time.
After 1947 Revolution and, later, wrote an extended essay on the book (Orwell 1946 (Orwell /2000c 1947 /2000 IRD-a government propaganda ministry-could be said to have "socialist credentials." The "declared purpose" of the IRD "was to oppose communism in the name of social democratic values." The IRD, after all, "was a creation of a Labour government which Orwell supported strongly" (Wilford 2003: 61) .
While "Orwell's list" appears as a great blemish on his political legacy, the event is more significant for the way it demonstrates the agonies the Cold War imposed upon the AngloAmerican Left. On both sides of the Atlantic, intellectuals struggled to find an independent space for radical politics. Frustrated with the narrowness of the Freedom Defence Committee, Orwell and Koestler, in 1946, sought (Wilford 1994: 215-216) . Rising
Cold War tensions were making autonomous political projects increasingly difficult. Many Left intellectuals, as Wilford (2003) explains, "had become so preoccupied with the threat of Soviet expansion that they had almost entirely lost interest in other political issues, including suggestions for new, positive leftist activity" (32).
Orwell, as a reflection of this larger tension, remained divided by his ardent anticommunism and his lifelong committee to democratic socialism and anti-imperialism. While Lucas (2004) uses "Orwell's list" to reinterprets his career as a self-conscious attempt to police the Left, the idea that Orwell would have supported a British McCarythism is directly contradicted by his opposition in 1946 to the ten year prison sentence given to Alan Nunn May, a nuclear physicist found to be spying for the Soviets. Two years later, moreover, Orwell wrote to George Woodcock urging that the Freedom Defence Committee take a stand on the Labour Government's attempt to purge communists from the civil service (Newsinger 1999a: 147 ).
Orwell's anti-imperialism, furthermore, endured throughout his life. Orwell declined to join the anti-communist League for European Freedom, which remained silent on the question of the British Empire. At the same time, Orwell contributed to proto-New Left journals like Dwight MacDonald's Politics and Humphrey Salter's Polemic, both seeking to define a revolutionary alternative distinct from both the moderation of Labour/New Deal reformism and Soviet-style Communism (Sumner 1996: 21-24; Meyers 2001: 239-241) .
From this perspective, it must be remembered that Animal Farm and, especially, 1984 are satires, not prophecies. Despite this deep pessimism, aided, no doubt, by his increasingly poor health and the unexpected death of his first wife, Orwell believed that a popular movement could challenge these developments and realize a system worthy of the name socialism. Shortly before his death, Orwell was asked to comment on the political assumptions of Nineteen Eighty-Four. He made it clear that the novel's chief message was "Don't let it happen. It depends on you" 
Orwell and the Enduring Contradictions of Left Politics
By the time of his death in 1950, Orwell's politics were a contradictory combination of libertarian socialism and revolutionary patriotism, colored by an anti-modernist distrust of progress. Orwell came to these opinions as a result of his own reckoning with his class position and its implication with imperialism. He was sensitive to the world-historic coordinates of class formation. Coupled with his concern for the cultural aspects of class, Orwell offered a conjoined analysis of the class and empire that reflected his contradictory world-systemic position and set him at odds with established Left parties and institutions. Despite flirtations with revolutionary communism, Trotskyism in particular, and social democratic reformism, Orwell rejected both dominant postures on the Left. Instead, he looked to traditional identities, the family, and nation to ground revolutionary politics that would be specific to its place and sensitive to the existing culture. In this way, he anticipated future trends in global Left: the humanism of the New Left and new social movements' affirmation of subaltern identities.
Today, Orwell's politics are more valuable as a reminder of the enduring malaise of the Left than they are of any revolutionary program. Indeed, Orwell thrice overestimated the viability of his revolutionary strategy. In 1941, he mistook the privation of World War II for a revolutionary situation and incorrectly predicted that Britain's early military defeats would drive the Churchill Government out of power, bring in a socialist government, and turn war mobilization into revolution. After the war, he misunderstood the nature of Labour's reform, thinking that social democracy could deliver on its potential to be a parliamentary road to socialism rather than providing a state intervention needed to stabilize capitalism (Newsinger 1999a: xi, 141 Researchers surveyed the participants at a joint Occupy-labor movement May Day rally in New York City. They found that two-thirds of those who described themselves as "actively involved" in Occupy Wall Street were white, while 80 percent had a bachelor's degree or higher (Milkman et al 2013) . With this class and racial basis, Occupy's problems expanding from downwardly mobile middle class are not surprising. Emahunn Raheem Ali Campbell, in an essay titled "A Critique of the Occupy Movement from a Black Occupier" argued the movement alienated people of color because it did not challenge white privileged and remained a movement organized by "white people have now decided to rail against capitalism as it currently functions only when it has proven adverse for their financial security" (Campbell 2011, 42, original emphasis) . (Campbell 1984) . 11 More pervasively, Daphne Patai (1984) finds a gendered framework in
Orwell's writing. While Patai's ultimate charge that "Orwell cares more for his continuing privileges as a male than he does for the abstractions of justice, decency and truth on behalf of which he claims to be writing" is an overreach (266), Orwell did not take feminism seriously. In this way, Patai's often vitriolic critique of Orwell "identifies the extent to which his texts encode, and indeed, reinforce a polarised model of gender" (Clarke 2007: 97) . This matter is not simply an academic concern. The question remains: what is the basis of a revolutionary movement? The New Right's successful use of the "family" and "nation" to enlist the white proletarian in the work of his own domination raises the extent to which these identities can be divorced from relations of domination that have formed them. Finally, there is Orwell's concern for authoritarianism and his anti-modernism. In the 1950s and 1960s, convergence theory, a derivation of modernization theory, argued that the seemingly opposing development strategies of the Soviet Union and United States were converging along the lines of other advanced states (Suny 2006: 19-20) . Today, the Soviet Union and the United
States have converged but, instead of integrating a socialist emphasis on social rights and a liberal emphasis on political rights, the opposite has occurred: the neoliberal attack on the social state has eviscerated the institutional accomplishments of the Old Left; meanwhile, as the 'left hand' the state (social security) retreats, 'right hand' (national security and fiscal discipline)
advances (Bourdieu 1998) . From the perspective of the current moment, then, the broader antimodernism embedded in Orwell's anti-authoritarianism is easier to appreciate and resonates more strongly in the post-Cold War world. While the Global Left still struggles to find the illusive third path between the "timid reformism" of social democracy and the "comfortable martyrdom" of anachronistic radicals, the Orwell of 1984 endures as the Sartrean singular universal of our cynical world.
